To: Stein, Mark[Stein.Mark@epa.gov}, Webster, David[Webster.David@epa.gov]; Houlihan,
Damien[houlihan.damien@epa.gov}; Hoang, Yen[Hoang.Yen@epa.gov], DeMeo, Sharon
M.[Demeo.Sharon@epa.gov]

From: King, John Paul

Sent: Fri 6/28/2013 5:50:26 PM

Subject: RE: fyi

Utility Water Act Group and Hunton & Williams; two of groups fighting us on Merrimack
Station’s draft permit.

From: Stein, Mark

Sent: Friday, June 28, 2013 8:57 AM

To: Webster, David; Houlihan, Damien; Hoang, Yen; DeMeo, Sharon M.; King, John Paul
Subject: fyi

Daily News

Fearing Costs, Treatment Options, Power Plants Seeks More Time On ELG

7,k

Posted: June

The electicity sector is asking EPA for an edditional 90 days fo craft comments on the agency's proposed efffuent limitation guidelines (ELG) for seam-fired power plants, saying that the data behind the potential treatment techaolagies and ecoromic effects will require corsiderably more
time fo review than the 60 days aflotted by e ageary

T the indusiry's request is granted, 4 would push the deadfine for respomses fo the rule from Aug. 6 watil Nov. 4, thongh EPA has not vt indicated how it plans o respond fo the request.

"I order to comment o the steam electric proposal the regulated industry wiki haveto coflect and analyze a huge amoant of data,’ James Chistman, who represents the power plant group the Uifity Water Act Group for the firm Hunton & Williams, said in 2 recent lerter t e agency

He potnted in pattictlar to the need for time to analyze* EPAs chcioe of technologies for each waste strears and the supparting data related? 1o taoss preferred options; evaluate EPA's poeer plast data; and asses the pofential econamic impacts of the rule o a range of power plant sizes *and
on the narion as a whole, as well as EPA's calculat ; benefits of the rule

An agency spokeswoman says "EPA will review the request,! although the agency may be limited in how much additional time i can provide the industry because itis subject o a legal seitlement that requires a finaf rule fo be promulgated by May 22, 2014

EPA issaxd the dmfLELG April 19, meeting a deadline laid out in 2 settiemen: agreement with snvironmentalists who have ‘ong cafled for the updating of the 1982 rules fo reffact recent technologies that pull confamnants from afr emissions and put them in other siveams, trough the proposet
was not published in the Federd Register uatil June 7.

The proposed sule includes fouroptions for updating the ELG that vary based on which waste sireams are covered, the size of ieunits controlfed and stringency of treatment, f1ough it also calls for* flexibility in implementation through a phased-in approach and use of technologies already
installed af a number of plans.” according o an April 19 press release fiom EPA announcing the the propesed e

"Usder the prososed approach, ew requirements for existing powar plants would be phased inbetween 2017 and 2022, and would leverage flexibilitles as necessary,” according to the refease. 'Fewer thar half of coal-fired powar plats are estimated to incur cosis uader any of the proposed
preferred options, because many power plasts already kave the technology and procadures in place fc meet the proposed pollution confial siandards”

Pollutaot Discharges

Theagency estimates that the prop osed ELG, if finalized, could reduce annual poltutant dischages from coal-firsd power phnts by 470 milfion fo 2.62 biltion pounds and reduce water use at those utiities by 30 billicn to 103 billion gaflons per vear.

Under the proposal, fhe weakest level of treatment, aid out in option 1 reflects very lttle change from the rrent openation of most power plans, while the subsequent options require progressively more siingent freatments.

For example, while the proposal includes options that keep surface impoundment for the holing and disposal of certain porwer plast wastes, ptionscall for niovel sies, incuding chemical precipitaton to pulf metals from the waste sreant anoxic/anserobiz biological treatment
which is ' designed fo optimize remoraf of sefenfumt” and nitrogen semponnds vaper ion evaporation, Which farther inants such as boron, sadiumand bremides; or a combination of those and ofher treatments

However, since ELGs are based on best available technologies, EPA does not have fo weigh the coste of of installing siringent corrols sgains the benefits of efffuent reduction wher reaching s preferred course of action

Tadustry has long been concemed abont the costs of tre rule, and songht fo intervene in the deadline-setting soitiement agroement in Defoulers of i
denied their request.

Jeacksow, to ensare EPA had adequate time to crafta fair sule that woold not be overly burdensome on regulated entittes The coart

Christman argues in the comments fhat *given the complexity of the fssues, the size of the record and the questions that are eleady raised by the proposal, more time is nesded if EPA is to assure a full and fair public comment period."
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